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April 7, 2004

Mr. Stephen J. Wright
Administrator

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Brigadier General William T. Grisoli
Commander and Division Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Northwestern Division

P.O. Box 2870

Portland, OR 97208-2870

Dear Sirs:

The PNUCC members support your March 30, 2004 proposal to replace the August
portion of summer spill with more cost-effective offset alternatives. The proposal is a
good first step to increase the cost-effectiveness of the Northwest salmon recovery
efforts. Ultimately, the package of offsets will provide the same or greater biological
benefits than the current summer spill regime, while injecting an additional $100 - $125
million into the economy over the next three years.

The agencies’ proposal to implement specific alternatives to summer spill is a solid
example of applying adaptive management as was intended in the 2000 Biological
Opinion to cost-effectively achieve our regional salmon goals. PNUCC applauds the
amount of time and work that BPA, the Corps and other federal agencies, in consultation
with NOAA, have devoted in recent months to the planning and analysis of the range of
options for improving both Columbia and Snake river salmon runs.

The offsets presented in the proposal appear to be conservative in their estimates of
benefits. Earlier analyses suggest that expansion of the proven Northern Pikeminnow
Bounty and Hanford Reach Anti-Stranding programs would more that mitigate for the
losses due to decreasing spill the proposed amount. However, we recognize the lack of
agreement surrounding the certainty of the benefits. We can therefore support some
additional offsetting measures as long as they are within the framework of meeting the
biological criteria of no net loss using proven cost-effective measures. To that end, the
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attachment is our thoughts on several of the offsets that have been considered in the past
several months.

Many of these offsets make sense. Predator controls and harvest reductions have the
advantage of helping all salmon stocks, ESA listed and non-listed. Investing in hatchery
programs has the advantages of being targeted and quantifiable, allowing the region to
help specific salmon stocks and being able to evaluate the results. PNUCC believes that
these actions will do the most for salmon populations at the least cost to the region.

Thank you for stepping out with this proposal and considering our comments. The
PNUCC members care greatly about improving the survival of Northwest salmon and the
region’s economy.

Sincerely,

Dick Adams
Executive Director

cc: Bob Lohn, NOAA Fisheries
William McDonald, Bureau of Reclamation
Dave Allen, US Fish and Wildlife Service
NW Power & Conservation Council
NW Governors

Attachment



ATTACHMENT

Cost-Effective Alternatives to Summer Spill

Enhanced Northern Pikeminnow Management

This is a proven program that can be enhanced further. Staff with the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) contracted with BPA to study the effects of
Northern pikeminnow predation on outmigrating juvenile salmonids. The estimated
mortality on salmon and steelhead was so significant that BPA funds an annual program
that pays a bounty to anglers that catch Northern pikeminnow. Both the ODFW and
WDFW staff sites along the Columbia and Snake Rivers to register anglers and record
their catch each day. Since inception, over two million pikeminnow have been removed
from the basin with an estimated reduction of juvenile salmonid mortality of 25%. As a
result, an estimated four million more juvenile salmonids survive to the ocean each year.

Currently, anglers are allowed to fish in waters only open to the public. Yet there are
significant predator populations located in the immediate vicinity of the dams within the
Boat Restricted Zones (BRZs). We propose that the federal agencies implement a more
site-specific removal program in the BRZs. Notably, when juvenile salmonids pass a
dam, either through a spillway, turbine or juvenile bypass system, they are typically
exposed to significant turbulence. As a result, they are more likely to be disoriented
within the BRZ and therefore more prone to be eaten. Removing predators in the BRZ
will likely have a more significant benefit to the survival to juvenile salmonids than
removing predators in the open water between the dams. We make this recommendation
with the understanding that there are safety issues associated with operation of small craft
within the BRZ. The Corps will need to take a look at how this type of increased
predator removal can be implemented without jeopardizing human health and safety.

Anti-Stranding Flow Fluctuations Limits in the Hanford Reach

No party questions the biological benefit provided here. The program could result in
long-term, legally binding obligations for protection of rearing fall chinook and with
added protection relative to anything done in the past. BPA’s participation in this
program is necessary to realize the full benefit of this operation. For these reasons, the
proposed program is a valid offset to be credited against the elimination of summer spill.

Grant Co. PUD (Grant) did not include the program in its FERC re-license application
because it had not been negotiated and signed. The program provides significantly more
protection (flow fluctuation limits and 10-year duration) for rearing fall chinook than the
voluntary contributions it described in its application. Further, Grant does not have a
mitigation obligation for mortality due to stranding of fall chinook in its current FERC
license. Grant’s mitigation obligation was established for reduced spawning habitat
caused by the construction of its dams. That mitigation calls for the replacement of five
million fall chinook smolts that Grant provides via its hatchery program.

Grant will be providing up to 7.7 million smolts in the future from its hatchery —
exceeding its current requirements. The excess smolts provided will specifically be for
mitigation of unavoidable mortalities related to the impacts of flow fluctuation. The
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combined effect of additional hatchery production and the proposed river operations
program during the rearing period more than mitigate for the expected loss of juvenile
fish from stranding.

Commercial Harvest Reductions

Limiting the non-tribal commercial gill net fishery in the lower Columbia River can be an
effective strategy. The non-tribal commercial fishery utilizes gill nets that cause a
significant mortality of non-target fish, including significant numbers of ESA listed
salmon and steelhead stocks. When using a gill net to catch fall chinook, significant
numbers of other non-target species are caught and killed. By reducing the non-tribal
commercial fishery, the impact to non-target ESA listed fish is reduced. Hence more fish
can be allocated to a selective sport fishery and more fish can be allowed to continue
upstream to reproduce and further build populations for the future.

Reducing commercial harvest, whether through a voluntary compensation program or
through a federal mandate, would have very measurable effects on salmon populations.
According to actual non-treaty commercial harvest data from 2003, a 1% reduction in
lower river non-tribal commercial harvest would provide at least 80 ESA listed Snake
River fall chinook salmon escaping upriver. This would provide more than 4 times the
mitigation needed from the most severe adverse affects to listed Snake River fall chinook
salmon.

Artificial Production Improvements

The vast majority of non-listed stocks not fully offset (except the Deschutes River
population) are hatchery fish or are naturally spawning fish supplemented by hatchery
releases. Increasing production and/or slightly modifying the operation of these
hatcheries could provide a cost-effective offset for summer spill. Even the listed Snake
River fall chinook population is significantly influenced by hatcheries because many
Lyons Ferry hatchery fish (considered important to the recovery of the ESU) are allowed
to spawn naturally as adults.

Knowing that fall chinook hatchery releases constitute the bulk of the fish that are not
offset, additional hatchery production could be used to compensate for the losses. That
is, the estimated losses in juveniles could be replaced with commensurate hatchery
production. Overall, the additional fish production would be relatively small and should
not pose significant risks to other stocks.

In certain programs, operators could consider raising and releasing yearling fall chinook
instead of subyearlings. Yearlings are generally released in March and April and will
have migrated out of the hydrosystem before the end of summer and therefore will not be
affected by summer spill reductions. Yearlings also generally have higher survival rates
than subyearlings. There are probably several other rearing and release strategies that
could be proposed by hatchery operators to compensate for losses.

As just noted yearlings released in the spring are not effected by spill reductions in
August. The estimates of fish losses should be adjusted to reflect this. The Umatilla fall
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chinook juveniles are primarily hatchery releases — 480,000 yearlings and 600,000
subyearlings. The yearlings are released in March and April and are probably not
affected by reductions in August spill. The Lyons Ferry hatchery also releases 450,000
yearlings.

Avian Predation Research

We understand that the Corps is moving forward with part of this work because of the
likely benefits. Although it may not be possible to fully implement this offset measure
until 2005, the offset as proposed would reduce the number of Caspian terns in the lower
estuary by 2,500 to 4,500 pairs. This reduction would result in an estimated additional
350,000 to 500,000 juvenile salmonids surviving to the ocean each year. This measure
has a proven record. Even under the restrictions imposed by the court under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, relocation of terns from Rice Island to East Sand Island
reduced predation mortality by 50%, saving four to eight million smolts per year.

Smallmouth Bass Control

Smallmouth bass are another source of salmonid mortality that has been largely
overlooked as a possible salmon recovery strategy. Controlling smallmouth bass, which
are a non-native species introduced for the sport fishing industry, was identified by the
collaborative offset group as a way to mitigate for the effects of summer spill. While
eradicating these predators is not realistic, they can be controlled where their impact on
salmon is greatest, thus decreasing one of the major sources of juvenile salmonid
mortality.

Recent research by the Corps identified very large populations of smallmouth bass
associated with dams, especially The Dalles Dam. A recent turbine survival study was
cut short because predatory fish was eating test fish before they could be retrieved.
Additionally, smallmouth bass populations are dramatically increasing above the Lower
Snake River dams.

In the Washington Statewide Strategy, the Governor’s Office said that
Non-indigenous predatory fishes such as walleye, smallmouth bass and
channel catfish, and native species such as northern pikeminnow
(squawfish), have been found to consume significant numbers of juvenile
salmonids.

We support site-specific removal of smallmouth from the BRZs around each dam to
reduce predation on juvenile salmonids.

Additionally, smallmouth populations can be further controlled in other areas of high
predation by varying the reservoir elevation during the spring. Drafting the reservoirs for
a short interval in the spring would disrupt the reproductive success of smallmouth bass,
thereby further reducing the population. This operation may also affect other non-native
predatory species.

Page 3 April 7,2004



NG i

Smart. Local. Connected.

Mr. Stephen J. Wright April 7, 2004
Administrator

Bonneville Power Administration

P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Brigadier General William T. Grisoli
Commander and Division Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Northwestern Division

P.O. Box 2870

Portland, OR 97208-2870

RE: COMMENTS ON FEDERAL SUMMER SPILL PROPOSAL
Dear Sirs:

PNGC Power and its members, who are consumer-owned electric utilities throughout the
Northwest, support cost effective salmon recovery measures and are pleased that the federal
agencies have proposed to reduce summer spill operations for a three year period. While the
March 30, 2004 document falls short of proposing a preferred full elimination of summer spill,
PNGC Power believes the proposed reductions and the identified offsets are a good first step.
Combined, the proposal represents a move towards greater efficiency in achieving regional
mitigation goals. This is an opportunity to bring even more fish back to the river at greatly
reduced cost.

PROPOSED REDUCTIONS TO SUMMER SPILL

In a joint executive statement dated August 26, 2003, the regional executives of the Corps, BPA
and NOAA Fisheries stated that “under any survival estimates the costs [of the current summer
spill program] appear exceedingly high relative to the biological benefit and that the agencies
have a “responsibility to the region to devise an approach that is less costly...” We are
appreciative of the federal agencies’ efforts to meet this obligation and believe that the
preliminary proposal to eliminate spill in August and reduce it in July represents a step in the
right direction.

As you know, the summer spill program is the costliest salmon recovery effort currently
implemented and is only one of 199 actions in the 2000 Biological Opinion (BiOp) and was
intended to protect juvenile ESA-listed fall chinook salmon migrating from the Snake River.
While only a tiny fraction of the fish benefiting from summer spill operations are listed as
threatened, the framework and language of the 2000 BiOp compels federal agencies to compare
various alternatives to achieve survival performance standards for listed species. Support for
accountability and better results is consistent with full implementation of the BiOp, with the
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recent statements of many of the region’s elected officials* and with the agencies’ responsibility
to the region’s electricity ratepayers. (Please find additional comments on summer spill and
related offsets in the attached March 16, 2004 letter to the regional executives of BPA, NOAA
Fisheries, USBR and the Corps.)

However, the proposed spill action still represents an estimated yearly cost to the region’s
ratepayers of $30 million, with only very limited biological benefit to salmon. In light of the
economic impacts of unnecessarily high electricity rates, it is important to present the following
table:

Fish benefiting from Cost per fish benefiting
proposed spill action from proposed spill action
ESA-listed Snake River fall 21020 $15 million to $1.5 million
chinook
Non-listed fall chinook 1,575 to 12,600 $19,000 to $2,380

THE PROPOSED OFFSETS

We believe that available mitigation measures can more than offset any impacts to fish from
reduced spill. We support implementation of the two offsets highlighted in the proposal. Each
of these offsets is based on a program that has enjoyed considerable and widely acknowledged
success in the region. Additionally, each represents a considerable relative savings to ratepayers
while providing similar or greater benefit to fish affected by changes to the summer spill
program.

Furthermore, while we recognize that there has been some disagreement as to the overall
numerical benefit to fish provided by these offsets, we note that their estimated effectiveness has
been portrayed very conservatively in this proposal. We believe that these offsets alone fully
mitigate for fish losses as a result of changes in summer spill operations.

e Enhanced Northern Pikeminnow management
0 We note that the estimated effectiveness of this program has been diluted
considerably since it was first introduced as an offset. We believe the prior
estimates to be more reliable.
o0 Enhancement of this program will benefit all salmonid stocks in the river
system.

e Hanford Reach stranding protection flows
o This is a proven program that will further benefit healthy runs of Hanford
Reach fall chinook.

! Please see the Four NW Governors’ letter dated March 30, 2004 and the letters from NW Members of Congress
dated March 12 and March 17, 2004 to the executives of BPA, NOAA Fisheries and the US Army Corps of
Engineers.
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Importantly, Grant Co. PUD could not implement these stranding protection
measures without assistance from BPA, and
= BPA’s assistance in this regard is provided with the clear
understanding that it will be credited as an additional mitigation
strategy.
Finally, the fish that will benefit from this program are not ESA-listed, and are
therefore not subject to BiOp related legal concerns. This stock is also
harvested at nearly a 50% rate.

ADDITIONAL OFFSETS

In general PNGC supports offsets that maintain the federal agencies stated commitment to cost
effective mitigation. Because we are not convinced that additional offsets are needed, spending
$2 - $5 million on them per the proposal seems unwarranted. However, if the federal agencies
feel compelled to select additional offsets they should be based on their ability to achieve the
greatest biological benefit for the least cost. The following are additional offsets that could
provide further mitigation for the effects of changes to the summer spill program:

e Commercial harvest reductions

(0]

o
(0}

Currently, the fall chinook salmon affected by changes to summer spill are
subject to a total harvest of approximately 50%. Reductions in harvest
represent the surest way to ensure that greater numbers of adult salmon return
to their spawning grounds or to other fisheries.

This offset would benefit both listed and non-listed stocks of salmon.

A voluntary buy-out program would be the preferred approach.

e Avian predation research

(0}

While we recognize that results from this action may not appear immediately,
the offset as originally proposed could result in an estimated additional
500,000 juvenile salmonids surviving to the ocean each year.

This measure has a proven record and would benefit all stocks in the river,
including ESA-listed fish impacted by changes to summer spill.

We urge the agencies to seek actions on predation that might be implemented
within the three year proposed time frame.

e Smallmouth bass management
0 We are curious as to why this mitigation measure was not included in the

preliminary proposal, especially because it has been acknowledged that
smallmouth bass prey on juvenile salmon. In fact, the Washington Statewide
Strategy said that:
= “Non-indigenous predatory fishes such as...smallmouth bass...and
native species such as northern pikeminnow (squawfish), have been
found to consume significant numbers of juvenile salmonids.”

0 We believe that targeted smallmouth bass removal could provide mitigation

for juvenile salmonid losses due to changes in summer spill, especially for
ESA-listed fish.



CONCLUSION

The goal and effect of the federal proposal for summer spill operations is to achieve similar or
better biological benefits for salmon at less cost than the current summer spill program. While
this proposal represents a positive first step in achieving greater cost accountability in the
region’s salmon recovery efforts, a full elimination of summer spill would mark real progress in
that regard. PNGC Power believes that implementing programs that provide the greatest benefit
to salmon at the lowest possible cost represents the best way to achieve sustainable results that
will benefit the diverse yet similar interests of citizens in the Northwest.

Sincerely,

Kevin S. Banister
Manager, Government Affairs and Special Projects
PNGC Power

Attachment

cc: Governor Dirk Kempthorne
Governor Theodore Kulongoski
Governor Gary Locke
Governor Judy Martz
Robert Lohn, NOAA Fisheries
J. William McDonald, USBR
James Connaughton, CEQ
Northwest Power & Conservation Council



Steve Wright, BPA

Brigadier General William Grisoli, USACE
J. William McDonald, USBR

Robert Lohn, NOAA-Fisheries

March 16, 2004
Dear Sirs:

In a February 11, 2004, presentation, the federal agencies responsible for operation of the
Northwest river system thoroughly documented the limited biological benefits of the
summer spill program and outlined the obvious economic cost to the operation. They
estimated summer spill to cost $77 million dollars to benefit 24 fall chinook salmon listed
as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. They also outlined a responsible set of
alternatives to summer spill that can bring back more fish at a much-reduced cost to the
region.

We are troubled that in his February 20, 2004, letter responding to that presentation, Dr.
Jeff Koenings, Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, presented
disappointing, counterproductive arguments. We believe that the available information
argues against the policy positions in Dr. Koenings’ letter, and that the evidence supports
immediately putting into place offset measures and curtailing the summer spill operation
this year.

Attached 1s a memo prepared by our technical experts to clarify the facts surrounding the
summer spill program and to highlight the efficacy of the proposed offset measures.

Sincerely,

C. Clark Leone R. Patrick Reiten Richard Adams
Manager President and CEO Executive Director
Public Power Council PNGC Power PNUCC

cc: Governor Gary Locke
Bob Nichols, Governor’s Office
Larry Cassidy, Northwest Power & Conservation Council
Tom Karier, Northwest Power & Conservation Council
Jeff Koenings, Washington Dept. Fish & Wildlife



MEMORANDUM

From: Shane Scott — Sr. Policy Analyst, Fish & Wildlife, PPC
Jim Litchfield — Litchfield Consulting Group for PNUCC
Scott Corwin, Esq. — Pacific Northwest Generating Cooperative

To: C. Clark Leone — PPC
Dick Adams — PNUCC
Pat Reiten —Pacific Northwest Generating Cooperative

Date: March 11, 2004

Subject: Response to WDFW Director Dr. Jeff Koenings’ letter to BPA
Administrator Steve Wright, dated February 20, 2004

In his February 20, 2004, letter to Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec), Dr. Jeff
Koenings, Director of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW),
outlines the policies of the WDFW regarding summer spill as an option to recover salmon
in the federal river system. Unfortunately, he provides only criticisms of the proposed
summer spill reductions. He does not offer constructive discussion of how to implement
programs for salmon recovery more efficiently and effectively.

This memorandum is a response to that letter. In it, we will provide a summary of the
issue; an analysis of related WDFW arguments; and a breakdown of proposed offset
strategies.

ISSUE SUMMARY

The summer spill program is one of 199 actions in the NOAA-Fisheries (NOAA-F) 2000
Biological Opinion (BiOp) for the federal hydrosystem. The summer spill program was
implemented to protect juvenile Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed fall chinook
salmon migrating from the Snake River. The Corps says that over 90% of these fish are
safely barged from the river each year. According to the recent evaluation by the federal
agencies, the summer spill program produces a benefit of only 24 adult ESA-listed Snake
River fall chinook salmon. It is evident that this is not a significant ESA issue.

Yet the federal and state fish managers and tribes are arguing to implement the BiOp
required summer spill program to benefit non-ESA listed fall chinook. These fish are
later harvested at a rate of over 50%. Mitigation for non-ESA listed salmon and steelhead
stocks are addressed in the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (Council) Fish
and Wildlife Plan, not in the 2000 BiOp.



The Council is required by the Northwest Power Act to develop a plan to protect, mitigate
and enhance fish and wildlife resources while assuring adequate, efficient, economical
and reliable power supply. In April 2003, the Council issued its updated amendments to
the Fish and Wildlife Plan. The amendments call for a study of spill at federal dams with
the goal of finding alternatives to spill. The Council declared that it would

... work with the federal operating and fish and wildlife agencies, in consultation with the
state fish and wildlife agencies and tribes and the Independent Scientific Advisory Board
in a rigorous evaluation of the biological effectiveness and costs of spillway passage at
each project and bring that information to bear in a systematic way in decisions on when,
and how much, to spill. The goal of this evaluation should be to determine if it is possible
to achieve the same, or greater, levels of survival and biological benefit to migrating fish
as currently achieved while reducing the amount of water spilled, thus decreasing the
adverse impact on the region’s power supply.

In summary, opposition to reducing summer spill does not arise from needs to protect
ESA-listed salmon and steelhead stocks. The opposition comes from fish management
agencies and tribes using the requirements in the BiOp to protect a stock that is heavily
harvested. The Northwest Power Act requires that mitigation for non-ESA listed stocks
be balanced and efficient. The summer spill program is neither.

THE WDFW ARGUMENTS AND COUNTERPOINTS

1. WDFW asserts that reduction of summer spill would be inconsistent with the
“aggressive non-breach” option currently being implemented.

This is not correct. The BiOp contains survival goals that assure recovery of
ESA listed salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River. NOAA-F prescribed
199 mitigation actions in the BiOp to meet its survival goals. Summer spill is
only one of these actions. The BiOp allows the Action Agencies (BPA, Corps
and Bureau of Reclamation) flexibility to adapt mitigation actions based on the
best available scientific information.

The BiOp does not require summer spill just for the for the sake of spill. The
latest scientific information indicates that alternate mitigation actions will
provide a benefit at least equal to the current summer spill program. The BiOp
requires the Action Agencies to modify mitigation actions as necessary to meet
survival goals. This flexibility also allows the Action Agencies to implement
the most cost-effective mitigation actions necessary to meet the survival goals
established in the BiOp.



2. WDFW asserts that the litigation surrounding the 2000 Biological Opinion is
reason enough not to alter spill operations this year.

This is not correct. The current lawsuit is not about river operations required in the
NOAA-F 2000 BiOp. The focus of the litigation is on the ability of the federal
agencies to ensure that off-site mitigation measures are “reasonably certain to occur”
per the regulatory standard. Sections 9.1 and 9.4 of the BiOp, among others, clearly
allow the flexibility to change the combination of measures used as we learn more
about the effects that mitigation measures and the federal hydrosystem have on ESA
listed fish stocks.

3. WDFW asserts that the Governors’ June 2003 letter declares that the 2000
NOAA-F BiOp be fully implemented.

Again, full implementation of the BiOp may include alternative mitigation for the 24
listed adult fish impacted by reducing summer spill. The “Four Governors’ Letter” of
June 2003 did not advocate blindly following the 199 actions in the BiOp at any cost.
Rather, it embraced a comprehensive “All-H” (habitat, harvest, hatcheries, hydro)
approach to salmon recovery and urged the federal government to take positive,
measurable and cost-effective steps to benefit fish. Recent evaluations by the federal
agencies show that similar or greater survival standards for juvenile salmonids can be
met more effectively through alternate mitigation measures and are consistent with the
Governors’ statement.

4. WDFW asserts that the hydropower policy goal of WDFW is to achieve no net
impact for each salmonid species affected by hydropower projects.

Yes, this is precisely what the federal agencies are considering. They intend to
mitigate — or more than fully mitigate — for any adverse effects resulting from
reductions in summer spill. This clearly meets the WDFW policy of “no net impact”.

Moreover, Dr. Koenings refers to the hydropower policy defined in the Washington
Statewide Strategy to Recover Salmon (Statewide Strategy), issued by the Governor’s
Office of Salmon Recovery (Governor’s Office) in 1999. The Governor’s Office
offers a hydropower policy goal to achieve no net impact for each salmonid species
affected by hydropower projects. But the Governors Office also asserts that its first
objective for salmon recovery is to develop a balance between salmon recovery and a
healthy economy. The policy reads as follows:

Develop and implement a coordinated and balanced statewide strategy that
moves aggressively toward the goal while maintaining a healthy economy.



The Governor’s Office also acknowledges funds for salmon recovery will always be
limited and decisions must be made to put them to the best use. In the section titled
Setting Priorities, the Governor’s Office says that

Given the nature and extent of the problems faced by Washington’s salmon, the
need for funding and other resources will always be greater than what’s
available. Decisions must and will be made to allocate available resources to
specific activities and areas over time.

Summer spill is the most expensive mitigation measure implemented by the Action
Agencies. The alternate mitigation strategies are scientifically supportable and will
move toward balancing salmon mitigation with responsible economic management.

5. WDFW asserts that curtailment of summer spill will increase the downstream
passage mortality for large numbers of Washington origin fish.

We do not agree. According to the Corps, in any given year over 90% of the ESA
listed Snake River fall chinook are safely collected and barged from the river. The
abundant non-ESA listed fall chinook from the Hanford Reach are barged at a rate of
about 50%. Therefore summer spill provides a minimal benefit to both ESA-listed
and non-listed salmonids at a large cost to the region.

As for the few fish that remain in the river, the actual increase in mortality is minimal.
NOAA-F estimated the rate of survival for various routes of passage when it
developed recommended river operations in the BiOp. Survival through the other
passage routes through dams is very nearly as high as through spill in most cases. For
instance, as shown in the agencies’ impact analysis, survival of juvenile salmonids
passing spillways is estimated at 98%; for bypass systems, 98%; and for turbine
passage 90% - 94%. The current strategy in the BiOp is to achieve specified
biological performance standards for fish listed for protection under the ESA.

Primary among Dr. Koenings’ concerns is the mortality of Washington origin
salmonids. Yet the vast majority of these fish are not listed under the Endangered
Species Act, so his other concerns about the 2000 BiOp’s requirements do not apply
to these stocks. Regardless, the estimated increase in mortality is minimal and the
biological offsets being considered will provide the needed benefit to ensure equal or
greater benefit than summer spill.

6. WDFW asserts that offset actions are inadequate.
We disagree with WDFW’s statement that the proposed offsets “offer very little real

value.” The offset actions to replace summer spill were developed cooperatively by
representatives of federal and state fish managers, tribes, the Council staff and



utilities. Recent analysis shows that these offsets can provide an equal or greater
benefit to all fish stocks adversely affected by the elimination of summer spill. The
two offsets being primarily considered, increased Northern pikeminnow management
and Hanford Reach Anti-Stranding operations, were developed by the federal and
state fish managers who now criticize their effectiveness.

These and all of the proposed offsets are described more fully in Section D below.
ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES TO SUMMER SPILL

A. The Biological Opinion includes flexibility in actions to meet the performance
standards.

There is misunderstanding about the difference between the so-called “aggressive non-
breach” alternative used in the Corps’ environmental analysis on the Snake River
projects and what the region is currently implementing in the BiOp. The current
strategy in the BiOp is to achieve specified biological performance standards for fish
listed for protection under the ESA. The BiOp contains 199 actions in what NOAA-F
calls the “Reasonable and Prudent Alternative” (RPA). In proposing these actions,
however, NOAA-F is clear that significant uncertainties and gaps in our knowledge
exist that make it necessary for there to be flexibility in implementation. In this
regard, NOAA-F says

The results from these studies and monitoring should provide better understanding
about the status of the ESU'’s, about which measures work, and about which
measures do not work.... Monitoring and evaluation may lead to revisions in
measures the Action Agencies undertake to meet performance standards, or in the
performance standards themselves...

NOAA-F recognized that it is impossible to prescribe specific actions with the large
gaps in our scientific knowledge of what factors actually affect salmon survivals. The
flexibility provided in the BiOp for the Action Agencies to adapt actions based on the
best available scientific information allows the region to pursue those actions that are
both biologically effective and cost-efficient. Section 9.1.6 of the BiOp provides as
follows:

An annual, multiyear planning process to refine, implement, evaluate, and adjust
ongoing efforts is critical to achieving the FCRPS hydro and offsite performance
standards within the time frame covered by this biological opinion.

Specifically with respect to the hydro system, Section 9.1.2 :Hydro Actions, provides
that:



NMFS may deem other combinations of measures sufficient to meet the
performance standards and avoid jeopardy.

The flexibility provided by NOAA-F in the BiOp is particularly relevant to the use of
spill to pass the only ESA listed fish — i.e., Snake River fall Chinook -- that are in the
river during the summer months of July and August. The latest scientific information
clearly shows that there are extremely small biological benefits for the Snake River
fall chinook from summer spill.

. The federal agencies are using the best science available.

The federal agencies used a “simulated passage” model (SIMPAS) developed by
NOAA-F in the late 1990s to assess the effects of spill reductions on salmon stocks in
the Columbia River. SIMPAS produces an estimate of the difference in survival of a
population of juvenile salmonids as they pass through different routes through a dam.
The model was designed to allow policy makers to evaluate the relative biological
benefits of alternative strategies for improving salmon and steelhead survivals through
the hydropower system.

The SIMPAS model was the basis of the NOAA-F fish survival estimates that
supported its recommended operations in the 2000 BiOp. SIMPAS has been used
many times since then to evaluate the consequences of proposed operational changes.
Thus SIMPAS is recognized as the best available tool for this type of analysis.

To quantify the number of adults produced by various operational scenarios, a ratio of
smolt to adult return rate (SAR) is applied to SIMPAS results. The federal agencies
decided to look at SARs of 0.5 to 4%. Therefore the model can provide a range of
adult numbers from the exact same number of juveniles estimated by SIMPAS. For
clarity, the region uses a mid-range SAR of 2%, resulting in a benefit of the summer
spill program of 19,000 non-listed adult fall chinook salmon. While altering the
assumption to a 4% SAR in the same model would result in a doubling of the number
of adult fish assumed to be helped by summer spill, it would also have the effect of
enlarging the entire population returning. The federal agencies estimated the total
returning fall chinook number to be 384,000.

In addition, the recent federal agencies’ analysis is the most comprehensive and
detailed yet conducted on the biological benefits and economic considerations of
spilling water at federal dams on the Columbia and Snake Rivers during July and
August. In this analysis, the federal agencies expanded the SIMPAS model to address
all major fish stocks migrating during the summer months, in addition to the Snake
River fall chinook.



C. Reductions in summer spill have very minimal impacts.

The expanded analysis clearly shows that the primary beneficiary of the summer spill
operation is the abundant and non -ESA listed Hanford Reach fall chinook. Indeed,
this analysis shows that the use of summer spill as a measure to improve Snake River
fall chinook survival is particularly ineffective and inefficient.

Specifically, the federal agencies’ analysis estimated that the elimination of summer
spill would result in a loss of approximately 24 adult Snake River fall chinook from a
returning run that was close to 12,000 fish over Lower Granite Dam last year.
Elimination of summer spill would also reduce the estimated fall chinook run of
384,000 adult fish by about 19,000 fish, or less than 5%. On the other hand, these
non-ESA listed salmon are subject to a 50% harvest.

Finally, the current summer spill strategy costs the federal system approximately
3,000 megawatt-months of generation, or $77 million annually. When this figure is
calculated to a per-fish cost, each ESA listed fish costs the Northwest more than $3
million and each non-listed fish more than $4,000.

D. The proposed offset strategies are valid and would work.

How were the offset proposals created? An ad hoc group composed of representatives
from NOAA-F, BPA, Corps, the Council, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, WDFW,
ODFW, university researchers, tribes and utility interests worked cooperatively to
identify alternate mitigation strategies (offset measures). The intent was to mitigate
for any increase in mortality that may occur as a result of reducing or eliminating
summer spill.

This committee developed a series of principles to guide its deliberations. Briefly,
these principles say that offsets should be cost effective, measurable, address all
affected stocks, provide an equal or greater survival benefit to affected stocks, and
apply to both ESA-listed and non-ESA listed stocks of salmon and steelhead.

The committee considered a wide variety of offsets such as increased flow
augmentation, increased spill at certain dams, installation of structures at dams to
provide a safer route of passage, increased control of avian and fish predators,
increased production of hatchery fish, improvements to critical habitat, increased law
enforcement and reductions of harvest through purchase of excess commercial harvest
capacity. To demonstrate further the thoroughness of these discussions, the
committee even discussed dam drawdown and dam breaching.

In summary, this ad hoc group of representatives from fish managers to utility
interests worked cooperatively to develop sound and scientifically supportable



alternate mitigation options. Unfortunately, now some fish management agencies are
declining to support the biological offsets identified through this process.

Offset Action 1 — Northern Pikeminnow Management Program Heavy-Up

WDFW asserts that the offset may provide some benefit if it is expanded in
the lower river, but is negligible as currently drafted.

This is a proven program that can be enhanced further. Staff with the Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) contracted with BPA to study the effects of Northern
pikeminnow predation on outmigrating juvenile salmonids. The estimated mortality was
so significant that BPA funds an annual program that pays a bounty to anglers that catch
Northern pikeminnow. Both the ODFW and WDFW staff sites along the Columbia and
Snake Rivers to register anglers and record their catch each day. Since inception, over
two million pikeminnow have been removed from the basin with an estimated reduction
of juvenile salmonid mortality of 25%. As a result, an estimated four million more
juvenile salmonids survive to the ocean each year.

What’s new in the offsets proposal? Currently, anglers are allowed to fish in waters only
open to the public. Yet there are significant predator populations located in the
immediate vicinity of the dams within the Boat Restricted Zones (BRZs). We propose
that the federal agencies implement a more site-specific removal program in the BRZs.
Notably, when juvenile salmonids pass a dam, either through a spillway, turbine or
juvenile bypass system, they are typically exposed to significant turbulence. As a result,
they are more likely to be disoriented within the BRZ and therefore more prone to be
eaten. Removing predators in the BRZ will likely have a more significant benefit to the
survival to juvenile salmonids than removing predators in the open water between the
dams.

Offset Action 2 — Smallmouth Bass Control

WDFW asserts that removing smallmouth bass is not an efficient way to
increase survival of juvenile salmonids.

Studies prove otherwise. Recent research by the Corps identified very large populations
of smallmouth bass associated with dams, especially The Dalles Dam. A recent turbine
survival study was cut short because test fish were being eaten by predatory fish before
they could be retrieved. Additionally, smallmouth bass populations are dramatically
increasing above the Lower Snake River dams.

Interestingly, in the Washington Statewide Strategy, the Governor’s Office said that:



Non-indigenous predatory fishes such as walleye, smallmouth bass and channel
catfish, and native species such as northern pikeminnow (squawfish), have been
found to consume significant numbers of juvenile salmonids.

The ODFW and WDFW sell a large and ever increasing number of licenses to anglers
who primarily target warm- and cool-water species. There is a constituency that targets
smallmouth bass for recreation. Thus it is logical that these agencies would not support
reducing smallmouth populations as an offset to summer spill.

Although implementing a bounty program or increasing the bag rate for smallmouth bass
is unlikely, we support site specific removal of smallmouth from the BRZs around each
dam to reduce predation on juvenile salmonids.

Additionally, smallmouth populations can be further controlled in other areas of high
predation by varying the reservoir elevation during the spring. Drafting the reservoirs for
a short interval in the spring would disrupt the reproductive success of smallmouth bass,
thereby further reducing the population. This operation may also affect other non-native
predatory species.

Offset Action 3 — Commercial Harvest Reduction

WDFW asserts that this offset is unrealistic, inappropriate and inconsistent
with the Northwest Power Act.

No one suggests that tribal harvest be reduced to offset the elimination of summer spill.
The fish managers’ continual reference to tribal fisheries in this regard serves only to
confuse and make the issue more contentious. Only the SE Alaska commercial troll
fishery has been considered as an offset measure for two specific reasons. First, part of its
catch is fall chinook from the Mid-Columbia River. Second, due to a variety of factors,
the market for its fish is depressed. The proposal considered by the federal agencies was
to buy fishing capacity from fishermen on a voluntary basis. At no time has anyone urged
that this fishery be unilaterally reduced or eliminated.

Limiting the non-tribal commercial gill net fishery in the lower Columbia River can also
be an effective strategy. Currently, the states and tribes evenly split the harvestable
surplus of fish returning to the Columbia River. Of the non-tribal portion of the fall
chinook harvest, about 40% 1s allocated to the non-tribal commercial fishermen and 60%
to sport fishermen. According to the Northwest Sportfishing Industry Alliance, sport
fishery in the Columbia River provides a significant economic benefit to the region,
especially in fishing dependent communities.

Conversely, the non-tribal commercial fishery is inefficient and provides little economic
benefit. There is a significant mortality of non-target fish in the commercial fishery,



including significant numbers of ESA listed salmon and steelhead stocks. When using a
gill net to catch fall chinook, significant numbers of other non-target species are caught
and killed. By reducing the non-tribal commercial fishery, the impact to non-target ESA
listed fish is reduced. Hence more fish can be allocated to the sport fishery and more fish
can be allowed to continue upstream to reproduce and further build populations for the
future.

Offset Action 4 — Avian Predation Research
WDFW asserts that this offset would provide little or no value.

While the federal agency representatives may be unable to implement this offset measure
until 2005, the offset as proposed would reduce the number of Caspian terns in the lower
estuary by 2,500 to 4,500 pairs. This reduction would result in an estimated additional
350,000 to 500,000 juvenile salmonids surviving to the ocean each year. This measure
has a proven record. Even under the restrictions imposed by the court under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, relocation of terns from Rice Island to East Sand Island
reduced predation mortality by 50%, saving four to eight million smolts per year.

Offset Action 5 — Pile Dike Removal
WDFW asserts that this offset would provide little or no value.

Removing pile dikes in the Columbia River estuary would reduce opportunities for
cormorant perching and associated foraging for juvenile salmonids, reduce fish predator
habitat, restore natural flow velocities, and potentially improve forage and habitat
conditions in the immediate location of the removed pile dikes. It is a biologically sound
goal to allow natural habitat forming processes to proceed unimpeded.

Offset Action 6 - Anti-Stranding Flow Fluctuations Limits in the Hanford Reach.

WDFW asserts that the program is not a valid offset because the program is
already authorized.

This is untrue. First, BPA has not yet agreed to this measure and has no obligation to
pursue it. For a future obligation to be conferred upon BPA as a result of past cooperation
is a classic example of a good deed taken for granted. If BPA’s participation creates
mitigation benefits, it should receive corresponding credit.

The voluntary provision of flow fluctuation limits in the past does not establish a future
requirement. Even if one accepts that invalid premise, Grant will be providing up to 7.7
million smolts in the future from its hatchery — far exceeding its current requirements.
The excess smolts provided will specifically be for mitigation of unavoidable mortalities
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related to the impacts of flow fluctuation. The combined effect of additional hatchery
production and the proposed river operations program during the rearing period more than
mitigate for the expected loss of juvenile fish from stranding.

In the Washington Statewide Strategy, the Governor’s Office says that it will use
“...collaborative, incentive-based approaches to recover salmon”. Grant, working
cooperatively with the other mid-Columbia PUDs, the Corps, BPA, the BuRec, WDFW
and tribes developed an operation to reduce river fluctuations in the spring and therefore
afford significant protection to juvenile fall chinook salmon rearing in the Hanford Reach.
While Grant’s Priest Rapids Project is immediately upstream of the Hanford Reach,
reducing river fluctuations in that area requires cooperation of all the hydroelectric project
operators upstream. The Hanford Reach Fall Chinook Protection Program, a new
agreement likely to be ratified this week, officially expands the successful Vernita Bar
Agreement to include measures to reduce flow fluctuations during the post-emergence
rearing period of fall Chinook fry that have been voluntary up to this point. With this
agreement, mid-Columbia River hydroelectric project operators are once again
demonstrating a commitment to “follow the science.” Not to allow some credit to BPA
for voluntarily entering into an operation that will save a significant number of a salmon
stock that is important to the state of Washington is a direct rebuke of the cooperative,
incentive-based approach declared to be a goal in the Washington Statewide Strategy.

No party questions the biological benefit provided here. The program could result in
long-term, legally binding obligations for protection of rearing fall chinook and with
added protection relative to anything done in the past. For these reasons, the proposed
program is a valid offset to be credited against the elimination of summer spill.

CONCLUSION

In their presentation dated February 11, 2004, the federal agency representatives
thoroughly document the limited biological benefits of the summer spill program. They
outlined the obvious economic cost to this operation. And, they outlined a responsible set
of alternatives to summer spill that can bring back more fish at a much-reduced cost to the
region. We find the available information argues against the policy positions in Dr.
Koenings’ letter of February 20, 2004. Indeed, the evidence supports immediately
putting into place offset measures and curtailing the summer spill operation this year.
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Comment on BPA's Strategic Direction
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Gerald V Anderson
Wells Rural Electric
jerrnan@msn com
7756642040
P.O.Box 3067
wendover nv 89883

This comment includes an attachment!



Attention:

Bonneville Power Administration
Corps of Engineers

NOAA Fisheries

Subject: Support for proposal regarding modificationsto the Summer Spill Program

It ismy position, as adirector of Wells Rural Electric Company that the proposal is
positive. It will save about $40 million per year. The savings from 2004 and 2005 will
be enough to reduce power ratesin 2005 by close to 5% from what they would be
without the proposal.

For ESA listed Snake River Fall Chinook the spill adjustment impacts less than 20
returning adults. Increases in the Pikeminnow predator reduction program will mitigate
for half of the ESA listed fish that could be lost from spill reductions. The net impact is
less than 10 ESA fish.

The runs for non-ESA listed Fall Chinook currently exceed 384,000 fish. Approximately
123,000 of these are harvested in theriver. The impact for proposed spill adjustmentsis
12,600 but the mitigation measures will produce 88,662 returning adults.

For these reasons, and more, the proposal isagood one.



Washington Trollers Association
PO Box 7431

Bellevue WA 98008
(425)747-9287; Fax (425)747-2568
Doug Fricke, President

Washington Trollers Assoaiaion

WTA COMMENTS ON
B PA SUMMER SPILL REDUCTION PROPOSAL
April 5, 2004

Bonneville Power Administration

Administrators

PO Box 3521

Portland Oregon 97208-3621
Attention: Virginia A Kuehn

The Washington Trollers Association (WTA) represents about 150 small family owned fishing
businesses operating on the Washington coast. WTA stands in firm opposition to the spill reduction
proposal. Our members will only lose more of their income as this "experiment” is implemented. The
proposal has already cost Washington coastal communities about 1.6 million dollars in economic
impact from troll fisheries. Coastal communities lose an estimated additional 3.8 million dollars from
the recreational fishing industry impacts. We see no possible way the "offsets" would either benefit
our fleets, or be economically acceptable. Under no circumstances should the action agencies
implement this plan.

LOSSES IN 2004

Washington is already feeling the impact of the spill reduction proposal. As of March 3, 2004, NOAA
Fisheries was proposing to allow a slight increase in the impact to Snake River Fall Chinook in
Washington ocean fisheries. Under this proposal, the chinook Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for 2004
in North of Cape Falcon fisheries would have been an estimated 125,000 fish. NOAA Fisheries
subsequently dropped their proposed increase, giving as a rationale the need to be conservative in
light of the coming spill reduction proposal. As a result, the North of Falcon TAC will be no more
than 90,000. Both recreational and commercial fisheries lost 17,500 from their chinook quotas.

The resulting reduction in allowed troll harvest is about 17,500 chinook salmon. We estimate an
average weight of 15 pounds per fish. An average ex-vessel price of $2.00 is based on early prices
paid to Oregon trollers. Total ex-vessel value for these fish is $525,000. Applying a standard
multiplier for community impacts of 3.1 yields about 1.6 million dollars.

For recreational fisheries, 17,500 chinook represent 17,500 successful passenger days on charter
boats. The average price of a day's charter fishing is $70.00. Total community impact is 3.8 million
dollars.

We stress again: This income is already lost to Washington coastal communities because of the
spill reduction proposal.

COMMENTS ON OFFSETS

Of the proposed offsets for spill reduction, WTA identifies the following as affecting our members:
(1) The Hanford Reach anti-stranding operation; (2) Additional artificial production; (3) Commercial
harvest reductions. WTA can not accept any of the proposed offsets to commercial fisheries as
workable.




Page 2
Washington Trollers Association Comments
BPA Spill Reduction

BPA highlights the Hanford Reach anti-stranding operation as the center piece of the offsets.
Washington troll fisheries harvest almost none of the Hanford Reach fall chinook, and would derive
almost no benefit from this program.

Artificial production benefits are currently underutilized by the trollers because Snake River Fall
Chinook conservation measures in the ocean inhibit our ability to efficiently harvest existing hatchery
production. Additional hatchery production would go unharvested because of the Snake River Fall
Chinook conservation measures.

Artificial production offsets are highly problematic. Northwest Power and Conservation Council
published "Artificial Production Review and Evaluation" suggesting that artificial production of
salmon for commercial fisheries was socially outdated. NOAA Fisheries and USFW are completing
a policy statement on the use of hatcheries with ESA listed fish species, and it is due spring, 2004.
Given these two documents will guide the use of hatcheries in the Columbia Basin in the future, to
speculate that artificial production will be allowed to offset spill reductions is a bad bet at best, and
certain to become another of BPA's broken promises to the fishing community.

Lastly, trying to sell further reductions to our fleet is demeaning and insulting. We simply cannot
consider this at all. The many historical reductions in our harvest were meant to be for conservation,
and to contribute to rebuilding of ESA listed ESUs. It now appears that the increase in return of
natural spawning fall chinook to the Snake River are only being used as justification to not spill. All
of our contributions to recovery of Snake River Fall Chinook are being used up by this poorly
conceived experiment, and we perceive that we have sacrificed for others' benefit.

REGIONAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS

An analysis done by the Northwest Energy Coalition shows a monthly benefit of eleven cents per
month for Portland area rate payers, and sixteen cents for Seattle area rate payers. When we ask
our neighbors if they mind paying sixteen cents a month so our jobs can continue, they universally
agree to the sixteen cents. When our neighbors are reminded that Kaiser Aluminum fired union
ironworkers, and re-marketed the power they bought from BPA at a great profit, no one could
believe any additional jobs would be generated by this proposal.

CONCLUSION

Washington Trollers Association opposes the proposed spill reduction experiment. WTA finds only
negative economic effects for our fleet. None of the proposed offsets would provide any benefit to
Washington trollers. Regional economic benefits are negligible to an average rate payer. With so

many negatives to the proposal, WTA strongly recommends against adoption of the spill reduction
experiment program.

Doug Fricke, President

Jim Olson, Vice President

Cc: Governor Gary Locke, Senator Patty Murray, Senator Maria Cantwell, Congressman Brian Baird
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BPA Public Involvement

From: WaterDog@onlinemac.com
Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 11:27 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Rich Spofford

Sportfisher

WaterDog@onlinemac.com

503.435.2586

3131 NE McDonald Ln

McMinnville OR 97128

I have read the proposal but I still have concerns regarding the loss of of any theatened or endangered
salmon. While I understand the reasoning behind the proposal I cannot ignore the fact that, if approved,
this could impact the salmon not for just three years but for more likely 6 to 8 years to come. As an avid
fisherman and conservationist I want to see that every effort is made to mitigate the impacts of the dams.
I also undstand the economic angle to all of this and in turn, is good for our region. I just hope the price
is not too high. Rich Spofford

4/16/2004



Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Richard F. Wilson
Mason County PUD No.1
dickw@hctc.com
360-877-5249
N.21971 Highway 101
Seattle CA 98584

This comment includes an attachment!



Mason County PUD No.1
COMMENTS

2004 Summer Spill Proposal

Mason County PUD No.1 supports the Summer Spill Proposal. The proposal of reducing
spill and providing offsets is moving forward for the achievement of cost-effective
salmon recovery. Additionally, the reduction of spill during the proposed three-year
period greatly enhances the economic benefits to electrical customers throughout the
Pacific Northwest whom so desperately need them.

The two initial "offsets’ of the Proposal, namely; (1) the Northern Pikeminnow
Management Program and, (2) the Hanford Reach anti-stranding operation provide a
strong measure in meeting biological criteria for salmon stock. Additional offsets must
be chosen based on cost-effectiveness and biological benefits.

| commend the Federal agencies. BPA, Corps of Engineers and NOAA for their bold
action to help solve aregional problem.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very important issue.
Richard F. Wilson

Manager
Mason County PUD No.1
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BPA Public Involvement

From: AnonymousComment@somewhere.com
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2004 09:15

To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://webit2/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

RICHARD MONAGHAN

ALCOA, INTALCO WORKS

No E-mail Address Submitted

360-384-7352

4050 MT.VIEW RD.

FERDALE WN 98248

Dear BPA and the Corps of Engineers, | work in an industry that depends on economical power from
federal hydroelectric projectsin the Northwest. Recent BPA power rate increases have had tremendous
impacts, and have put the future of my job in doubt. It isvital that we reverse the upward trend on power
costs. | support your common-sense proposal for a more efficient summer spill program. Protecting
people as well as salmon isimportant, and | urge you to proceed. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment, RICHARD MONAGHAN

4/16/2004



Page 1 of 1

BPA Public Involvement

From: golf@wrecwireless.coop

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 8:21 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Ron Springsteel

Wells Rural Electric

golf@wrecwireless.coop

775-752-3928

P.O. Box 430

Wells Nv 89835

Subject: Support for proposal regarding modifications to the Summer Spill Program It is my position, as
a Director of Wells Rural Electric Company that the proposal is positive. It will save about $40 million
per year. The savings from 2004 and 2005 will be enough to reduce power rates in 2005 by close to 5%
from what they would be without the proposal. For ESA listed Snake River Fall Chinook the spill
adjustment impacts less than 20 returning adults. Increases in the Pikeminnow predator reduction
program will mitigate for half of the ESA listed fish that could be lost from spill reductions. The net
impact is less than 10 ESA fish. The runs for non-ESA listed Fall Chinook currently exceed 384,000
fish. Approximately 123,000 of these are harvested in the river. The impact for proposed spill
adjustments is 12,600 but the mitigation measures will produce 88,662 returning adults. For these
reasons, and more, the proposal is a good one.

4/16/2004
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BPA Public Involvement

From: sjsmd@go.bpa.gov
Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 8:27 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov
Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

s J smith

wells rec
sjsmd@go,com
7757523598

wells nv 89835

Subject: Support for proposal regarding modifications to the Summer Spill Program It is my position, as
a director of Wells Rural Electric Company that the proposal is positive. It will save about $40 million
per year. The savings from 2004 and 2005 will be enough to reduce power rates in 2005 by close to 5%
from what they would be without the proposal. For ESA listed Snake River Fall Chinook the spill
adjustment impacts less than 20 returning adults. Increases in the Pikeminnow predator reduction
program will mitigate for half of the ESA listed fish that could be lost from spill reductions. The net
impact is less than 10 ESA fish. The runs for non-ESA listed Fall Chinook currently exceed 384,000
fish. Approximately 123,000 of these are harvested in the river. The impact for proposed spill
adjustments is 12,600 but the mitigation measures will produce 88,662 returning adults. For these
reasons, and more, the proposal is a good one.

4/16/2004
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From: coyotel@gorge.net

Sent: Thursday, April 08, 2004 13:10

To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on BPA's Strategic Direction

Comment on BPA's Strategic Direction
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Steve Gearhart

Coyote Mfg., Inc.

coyotel@gorge.net

541-506-1700

3525 Crates Way

The Dalles OR 97058

Please...for the sake of our feable economy in the Gorge, reduce the summer spills. Thank you

4/16/2004
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From: steven@nwasco.com

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 8:42 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Steve Horzynek
Northern Wasco County PUD
steven(@nwasco.com

I support REDUCING the summer spill.

4/16/2004
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From: steve@bentonrea.org

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 11:04 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Steven Catlow

Benton Rural Electric Association

steve(@bentonrea.org

509-786-2913

402 7th Street PO Box 1150

Prosser WA 99350

This proposal if I am reading correctly seems like a no-brainer. Your talking making an adjustment at
the end of the summer that would only impact 2-20 returning adults, but would save 40 million dollars.
So bascially that means if you decided to spill as you normally would the cost of those fish saved would
be approxmatly 2 million per adult fish!! I enjoy Salmon as much as anybody but that is a pretty step
price to pay. This is a time when need to start using common sense and stop doing things that are stupid.
I vote for the spill reduction.

4/16/2004
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From: jbscottfamily@earthlink.net

Sent: Thursday, April 01, 2004 8:00 PM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Teresa Scott
Washington citizen
jbscottfamily @earthlink.net

4126 Gravelly Beach Loop NW

Olympia WA 98502

Y ou will receive a number of comments on the technical merits of this proposal, both in favor of power generation and
in favor of fish. Personally, | find the so-called mitigation components of the proposal laughable: for example, to
assume that harvest reductions can offset the losses associated with this action - to imply that the saving of one adult
salmon from harvest can offset the kill of tens of thousands of juvenile salmon - isto spark the fight over the last fish. |
will not make further comments on the technical merits - rather | wish to discuss the social implications should this
propsa be approved. Compare our monetary, bureaucratic and socia investments since 1980 into improving conditions
for fish and wildlife in the Columbia Basin with the financial benefits of this proposal. The proposal's shortsightedness
isastounding in that context! It's approval would represent the last straw -afinal statement of resolution in the tension
between salmon and dams. Because, the issues swirling around this proposal are not about the fish, regardless of whose
science you believe. Thereal issue is weighing social values of money versus environment. Clearly, should this
proposal be approved, we must give up the charade of working toward salmon recovery. Forget ESA. Forget the
Northwest Power Act. A choice for power generation over summer spill isaclear social choice against the recovery of
salmon. It isthat simple. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Teresa Scott

4/16/2004
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From: tballard@wrec2.com
Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 9:25 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Thad S. Ballard

Wells Rural Electric Company

tballard@wrec2.com

7757522363

95 Clover Valley Road

Wells Nevada 89835

The editorial pages of the newspapers in the northwest would have us believe that the spill is simply a
way for greedy utility owners to boost profits. As an member of customer-owned Wells Rural Electric
Company, I know that the increased costs will be passed along to the rate payers regardless of which
company supplies their power. I support the proposal regarding modifications to the Summer Spill

Program. Please let science, not the harping of so-called environmental groups, govern this critical
decision.

4/16/2004
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From: AnonymousComment@somewhere.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2004 13:54

To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://webit2/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

TimKelly

Kelly Kreations

No E-mail Address Submitted

775-752-2236

PO Box 291

Wells NV 89835

Attention: Bonneville Power Administration Corps of Engineers NOAA Fisheries Subject: Support for
proposal regarding modifications to the Summer Spill Program It is my position, as President of the
Wells, Nevada Chamber of Commerce that the proposal is positive. It will save about $40 million per
year. The projected savings from 2004 and 2005 will shave approximately 5% from the proposed rate
increase. In an era of struggling businesses, such savings have a significant impact, not only on the
businessitself, but also on the employees. For ESA listed Snake River Fall Chinook, the spill adjustment
impacts less than 20 returning adults. Increases in the Pike minnow predator reduction program will
mitigate for half of the ESA listed fish that could be lost from spill reductions. The net impact is less
than 10 ESA fish. The runs for non-ESA listed Fall Chinook currently exceed 384,000 fish.
Approximately 123,000 of these are harvested in the river. The impact for proposed spill adjustmentsis
12,600 but the mitigation measures will produce 88,662 returning adults. For these reasons, and more,
the proposal isagood one. Tim Kelly

4/16/2004
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From: todd@yorkebenefits.com
Sent: Monday, April 05, 2004 8:07 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Todd Yorke
todd@yorkebenefits.com

590 Ben VistaDr. S.

Salem OR 97302

RE: Summer Spill Y ou are proposing a reduced spill for Bonneville as well as other Columbia River dams during
August. | don't have specific knowledge about some of the other steelhead runs (I would bet the timing is similiar), but
| do know that steelhead run returning to the Deschutesis close to its height for the season based on fish counts passing

Bonneville. You must consider the needs of the returning fish as well as those migrating downstream. We will be
watching what you do.

4/16/2004
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From: AnonymousComment@somewhere.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2004 3:10 PM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal View open comment periods on http://webit2/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm
Tom Gray

No E-mail Address Submitted

509-582-9232

311 E.19th Ave

Kennewick Wa 99337

| hope that you will reconsider your Summer spill proposal. This proposal would be disastrous for the salmon
population. Its terrible when we have to base all decisions in terms of the dollar instead of what is right. Saving salmon
populations from extinction is the right thing and not saving surplus energy so you can sell it to southern Californiafor
the operation of their air-conditioners. | would gladly pay extra on my energy bill to save salmon populations. Why
can't this be an option you could present to consumers? Sincerely, Tom Gray

4/16/2004
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From: tckberg@aol.com

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 10:45 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on BPA's Strategic Direction

Comment on BPA's Strategic Direction
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Troy Berglund

Richland Resident

tckberg@aol.com

509-946-7628

402 7th Street

Richland WA 99352

I would like to strongly encourage you to implement the summer spill reductions immediately. It is
based on sound scientific evidence that shows limited to no benefit to fish is resulting from the spill. It
also provides much needed relief from the extraordinarily high rates that consumers are dealing with.
The three year proposal will save about $40 million per year, and the savings from 2004 and 2005
should be sufficient to reduce power rates in FY 2005 by close to 5% from what they would be without
the proposal. For ESA listed Snake River Fall Chinook, the spill adjustment only impacts a range of 2 to
20 returning adults. Increases in the Pikeminnow predator reduction program will mitigate for half of the
ESA listed fish anticipated to be lost from spill reductions, for a net impact of 1- 10 ESA fish. This is in
the context of a run of Wild Snake River Fall Chinook returning adults that is reported as 2,420. For non
ESA listed Fall Chinook the impact for spill adjustments is 12,600, but the mitigation measures will
produce 88,662 returning adults. These runs exceed 384,000 fish and they are harvested in river at over
32%, about 123,000 fish.

4/16/2004
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From: valentin@cs.washington.edu

Sent: Thursday, April 01, 2004 4:04 PM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Valentin Razmov
University of Washington
valentin@cs.washington.edu

U-District

Seattle WA 98105

| strongly urge you to *reconsider* the risks involved in adopting the proposed summer spill approach. | object the
proposal for the following reasons. A savings of 30-40 million dollars over a budget of a several billion seems a rather
small savings (indeed, only about 1%) considering that there are hidden costs that are unaccounted for in the savings
calculation. One such predictable and large cost is the further decline in numbers of already decimated fish species that
the spill process was designed to accommodate in the first place. How much would we in the Northwest economy
"save" if sailmon and other species went extinct? What impact would that have on tourism and local fisheries? Who
would cover those losses and aren't they really much higher than what we think we would save in the best case? |
would leave you with these questions, strongly encouraging you to reconsider the proposed reduction in summer spill.

4/16/2004
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From: AnonymousComment@somewhere.com
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2004 09:21

To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://webit2/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

VIRGIL HOLTROP
ALCOA-INTALCO WORKS
No E-mail Address Submitted

4050 MT. VIEW RD.

FERNDALE WA 98248

Dear BPA and the Corps of Engineers, | work in an industry that depends on economical power from
federal hydroelectric projectsin the Northwest. Recent BPA power rate increases have had tremendous
impacts, and have put the future of my job in doubt. It isvital that we reverse the upward trend on power
costs. | support your common-sense proposal for a more efficient summer spill program. Protecting
people as well as salmon isimportant, and | urge you to proceed. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment, VIRGIL HOLTROP

4/16/2004
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From: wswayze@CommunityNet.org
Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 1:17 PM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

William Swayze

wswayze@CommunityNet.org

826-8445

61 Salmon Creek Road

Okanogan Wa 98840

I'm an avid fisherman when time and money allows. But I feel the waste of money lost due to the
summer spill is not something that should be happening. Their are other ways to save the "Fish" than to
increase the costs of every rate payers electricity bill, and flush away the first and the best "greenpower"
available today. As a home owner (yes that truly is my address) and a manager of a local business the
rate increases we have been subjected to in my opinion are out of line. We have in our area how many
electricity producing dams? Enough that power prices shouldn't be where they are today. Especially with
the needless flushing of the much needed snowpack melt off that flows into the summer months. We
would be just flushing the money down the river. Again I like to fish but I have to have the money left
over after paying for "basic cost of living" expenses to be able to afford that. I thank you for your time
and please reconsider the summer spill idea.

4/16/2004
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From: bwelsh@wrecwireless.coop

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 9:40 AM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

William R Welsh

Wells Rural Electric Co.

bwelsh@wrecwireless.coop

7757523328

480 5th

Wells NV 89835

Subject: Support for proposal regarding modifications to the Summer Spill Program It is my position, as
the Manager of Finance and Administration of Wells Rural Electric Company that the proposal is
positive. It will save about $40 million per year. The savings from 2004 and 2005 will be enough to
reduce power rates in 2005 by close to 5% from what they would be without the proposal. For ESA
listed Snake River Fall Chinook the spill adjustment impacts less than 20 returning adults. Increases in
the Pikeminnow predator reduction program will mitigate for half of the ESA listed fish that could be
lost from spill reductions. The net impact is less than 10 ESA fish. The runs for non-ESA listed Fall
Chinook currently exceed 384,000 fish. Approximately 123,000 of these are harvested in the river. The
impact for proposed spill adjustments is 12,600 but the mitigation measures will produce 88,662
returning adults. For these reasons, and more, the proposal is a good one.

4/16/2004
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From: wylaw@masonpud3.org

Sent:  Wednesday, April 07, 2004 12:29 PM
To: comment@bpa.gov

Subject: Comment on Summer Spill Proposal

Comment on Summer Spill Proposal
View open comment periods on http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/kc/home/comment.cfm

Wyla Wood

Mason County P.U.D. No. 3

wylaw(@masonpud3.org

360.426.8255

303 Cota Street

Shelton WA 98584

The existing spill program is already a form of mitigation. Recent data has shown it is not as effective as
originally thought. It is the most expensive and least effective fish passage method in use. The Federal
Agencies analysis has shown that alternative mitigation methods can compensate for reduced spill by
reducing other forms of salmon mortality at a far lower cost. The proposed changes are intended as a
limited experiment to see if spill can be reduced by using more cost effective methods of reducing
salmon mortality. All Northwest Governors have recently commented that reduced electric rates are vital
to the economy of the Northwest. This program is a step in the right direction to determine if electric
rates can be reduced while still meeting, or perhaps even exceeding, current salmon recovery targets.
Mason County P.U.D. No. 3 supports the modified spill regime proposal for reduced summer spill.
Thank You, Wyla Wood Manager

4/16/2004
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